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years after they have been issued a pat-
ent.

Most Americans do not understand,
and I am sad to report to those people
who are listening tonight that the
guaranteed patent term that Ameri-
cans enjoyed for over 130 years has al-
ready been taken away from them, and
most Americans do not even know it.

What happened is a year and a half
ago, in the GATT implementation leg-
islation, an item was snuck into this
legislation that had nothing to do with
the GATT agreement. It was not re-
quired by GATT but it was snuck in
there, so that we as a body would have
to vote against the entire world trad-
ing system, or we would have to vote
for the world trading system. We would
have to vote against the world trading
system in order to get at that one pro-
vision.

Most Members, of course, were not
willing to cut us off from all of the
trade regulations of the GATT negotia-
tions. But it was an insult to this body
that they had put this provision in in
the first place. What did this small pro-
vision do, this one little item that they
snuck in there? There was an innoc-
uous change in the patent law. It said
that the patents now in the United
States will now be measured from 20
years from the time the inventor files
for the patent. So, 20 years later he
will no longer have any patent rights.

It almost sounds like, hey, we are ac-
tually expanding the amount of time
that a patent applicant has for the pro-
tection of his patent. But in reality
what has happened, what we used to
have is that if someone applies for a
patent and it took 5 or 10 years for his
patent application to be processed, he
or she would have 17 years guaranteed
patent protection time in order to
make that investment back, in order to
profit from that technology. But if we
started at 20 years and it is over, if we
started when the man applied for the
patent and it is over in 20 years, if it
takes 10 or 15 years for the patent to
issue, that patent is almost worthless
by the time it is issued. The fact is
that three-quarters of the time has al-
ready been used up. In other words, the
clock is ticking against the individual,
rather than ticking against the bu-
reaucracy.

That was a dramatic change, to let
us harmonize our system with Japan.
Mr. Speaker, it seems innocuous, but
in the end, it dramatically affects the
production of technology in our soci-
ety, and it also, interestingly enough,
affects who receives the benefits of
that technology, because if a foreign
corporation then only has to pay 5
years’ worth of royalties, rather than
17 years, where is that money going?

That money that used to be going
into the pockets of American inven-
tors, because they had a guaranteed 17
years of patent protection, ends up
staying right in the coffers of some big
corporation in China or Japan or
Korea, or even here in the United
States. The little guy ends up losing

dramatically. The big guys end up
being able to steal legally. They have
changed the rules of the game.

My bill, H.R. 359, which will serve as
a substitute for H.R. 3460, will return
the patent rights that the American
people lost by the GATT implementa-
tion legislation. So we will face a bat-
tle in the upcoming weeks between
H.R. 3460, which is, as I say, I call it
the steal American technologies act,
versus my bill, H.R. 359.

I believe this issue deserves to be de-
bated, because it has an impact not
only on the people of the United
States, but elsewhere. We should not
permit countries like Red China to
steal American technology and legally
do so because we are disclosing our
very utmost secrets to them by passing
such foolish legislation. When it comes
to most-favored-nation status, when
there is a dictatorship like Red China
or Burma, we should not treat them as
any other free Nation.

Mr. Speaker, I do believe in free
trade. I believe that commerce between
free people is to the benefit of all free
people. But let us as a country stand
not for trade with dictators, but in-
stead, let us stand for free trade be-
tween free people.
f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. UNDERWOOD (at the request of
Mr. GEPHARDT), for today and Wednes-
day, May 29, on account of official busi-
ness.

Mr. MCNULTY (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT), for today, after 2 p.m., on
account of personal business.

Mr. WARD (at the request of Mr. GEP-
HARDT), for today and the balance of
the week, on account of a death in the
family.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. ABERCROMBIE) to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous material:)

Ms. WATERS, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-

utes, today.
Mr. LAFALCE, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. OWENS, for 60 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. SOLOMON) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. GOSS, for 5 minutes, on May 24.
Mr. WELDON of Florida, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. SOLOMON, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. KASICH, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. RIGGS, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. PETERSON of Florida, and to in-
clude therein extraneous material not-
withstanding the fact that it exceeds
two pages of the RECORD and is esti-
mated by the Public Printer to cost
$5,185.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

GOSS). Pursuant to the provisions of
Senate Concurrent Resolution 60 of the
104th Congress, the House stands ad-
journed until 2 p.m., Wednesday, May
29, 1996.

Thereupon (at 5 o’clock and 27 min-
utes p.m.), pursuant to Senate Concur-
rent Resolution 60, the House ad-
journed until Wednesday, May 29, 1996,
at 2 p.m.

f

NOTICE OF PROPOSED
RULEMAKING

U.S. CONGRESS,
OFFICE OF COMPLIANCE,

Washington, DC, May 22, 1996.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House, U.S. House of Represent-

atives, Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to Section

304(b) of the Congressional Accountability
Act of 1995 (2 U.S.C. § 1384(b)), I am transmit-
ting on behalf of the Board of Directors the
enclosed notice of proposed rulemaking for
publication in the Congressional Record. The
notice, which the Board has approved, is
being issued pursuant to § 220(e).

The Congressional Accountability Act
specifies that the enclosed notice be pub-
lished on the first day on which both Houses
are in session following this transmittal.

Sincerely,
GLEN D. NAGER,

Chair of the Board.

OFFICE OF COMPLIANCE

The Congressional Accountability Act of
1995: Extension of Rights, Protections and
Responsibilities Under Chapter 71 of Title 5,
United States Code, Relating to Federal
Service Labor-Management Relations (Regu-
lations under section 220(e) of the Congres-
sional Accountability Act).

NOTICE OF PROPOSED RULEMAKING

Summary: The Board of Directors of the
Office of Compliance is publishing proposed
regulations to implement section 220 of the
Congressional Accountability Act of 1995
(‘‘CAA’’ or ‘‘Act’’), Pub. L. 104–1, 109 Stat. 3.
Specifically, these proposed regulations are
published pursuant to section 220(e) of the
CAA.

The provisions of section 220 are generally
effective October 1, 1996. 2 U.S.C. section
1351. However, as to covered employees of
certain specified employing offices, the
rights and protections of section 220 will be
effective on the effective date of Board regu-
lations authorized under section 220(e). 2
U.S.C. section 1351(f).

The proposed regulations set forth herein,
which are published under section 220(e) of
the Act, are to be applied to certain employ-
ing offices of the Senate, the House of Rep-
resentatives, and the Congressional instru-
mentalities and employees of the Senate, the
House of Representatives, and the Congres-
sional instrumentalities. These regulations
set forth the recommendations of the Deputy
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